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This paper is the third in a series in which the social behavior of mentally disabled clients in community
facilities was examined. In this report, social choice for various cognitive and physical characteristics and for
exposure to others was investigated in five settings. Preferences were inferred from observed affiliation, self
reports, and staff judgments. Clients tended to prefer peers whom they had more exposure to, same-sex peers,
and peers of similar attractiveness. Opposite-sex relationships were also common and were stronger for
women. Neither similarity nor complementarity choice was obtained for age or the desire for affiliation;
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friends of similar intellect, a form of "limited complementarity" appeared to govern observed affiliation
preferences in that clients preferred to affiliate with peers who were somewhat different in IQ. This result
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they are most likely to form relationships with clients of both higher and lower intelligence. The implications
of these results for the sociability of a setting were discussed.
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i s  f o c u s e d  o n  a n o t h e r  a s p e c t  o f  s o c i a l  b e -
h a v i o r ,  t h e  p r e f e r e n c e s  t h a t  m e n t a l l y  d i s -
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t h e y  t e n d  t o  f o r m  s t r o n g e r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  
w i t h  o t h e r s  t o  w h o m  t h e y  h a v e  g r e a t e r  e x -
p o s u r e ?  I n  a s k i n g  t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s ,  w e  a g a i n  
T h i s  r e s e a r c h  w a s  s u p p o r t e d  i n  p a r t  b y  G r a n t  N o .  
H D  1 0 3 2 1  f r o m  t h e  N a t i o n a l  I n s t i t u t e  f o r  C h i l d  H e a l t h  
a n d  H u m a n  D e v e l o p m e n t .  S p e c i a l  t h a n k s  g o  t o  t h e  
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c i a l  b e h a v i o r  a s  w e l l  a s  o n  m o r e  t r a d i t i o n a l  
s o c i o m e t r i c  m e a s u r e s  b a s e d  o n  c l i e n t  a n d  
s t a f f  m e m b e r  f r i e n d s h i p  n a m i n g s .  
A  g r e a t  d e a l  o f  r e s e a r c h  w i t h  n o n d i s a b l e d  
a d u l t s  a n d  c h i l d r e n  ( c f .  B e r s c h e i d  &  W a l -
s t e r ,  1 9 7 8 )  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  s i m i l a r i t y  i n  c o g n i -
t i v e  a n d  p h y s i c a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  i s  b y  f a r  
t h e  m o s t  f r e q u e n t  p r e d i c t o r  o f  f r i e n d s h i p  
f o r m a t i o n .  A n  i m p o r t a n t  s o u r c e  o f  c o n -
f o u n d i n g  i n  t h e s e  f i n d i n g s ,  h o w e v e r ,  i s  t h e  
l i k e l i h o o d  t h a t  p e o p l e  o n l y  c o m e  i n  c o n t a c t  
w i t h  o t h e r s  w h o  a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e m s e l v e s  
a n d  t h a t  t h e  t e n d e n c y  t o w a r d  s i m i l a r i t y  i s  
o n l y  a  c o n s e q u e n c e  o f  f a m i l i a r i t y  a n d  e x p o -
s u r e  ( K e r c k h o f f ,  1 9 7 4 ) .  P r e v i o u s  r e s e a r c h  
w i t h  m e n t a l l y  r e t a r d e d  a d u l t s  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  
s i m i l a r i t y  c h o i c e  f o r  i n t e l l i g e n c e  i s  e i t h e r  
n o n e x i s t e n t  ( R o m e r  &  B e r k s o n ,  1 9 7 9 )  o r  
c o m p l e t e l y  a c c o u n t e d  f o r  b y  r e s i d e n t i a l  
s e g r e g a t i o n  ( L a n d e s m a n - D w y e r ,  B e r k s o n ,  
&  R o m e r ,  1 9 7 9 ) .  W e  w e r e  i n t e r e s t e d ,  
t h e r e f o r e ,  t o  d e t e r m i n e  w h e t h e r  t h i s  f i n d i n g  
w o u l d  h o l d  u p  f o r  o u r  p r e s e n t  s a m p l e  a n d  t o  
e x t e n d  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  t o  o t h e r  t r a i t s  a n d  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t h a t  w e - h a v e  s t u d i e d  i n  t h i s  
r e s e a r c h  p r o g r a m  ( e . g . ,  a g e ,  s e x ,  a n d  
p h y s i c a l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s ) .  
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In the social ecology of community set-
tings, exposure to others may have impor-
tant implications for the formation of social 
relationships; therefore, its effects were a 
major focus in our research design. To de-
termine the influence of exposure, we ob-
served clients in settings where they could 
interact with others whom they also had 
exposure to in another setting. Based on the 
hypothesis that "mere exposure" produces 
attraction to others (Harrison, 1977), we 
expected that clients would prefer to af-
filiate with their more familiar peers. 
According to another hypothesis, people 
are attracted to others who have charac-
teristics that complement their own. For 
example, a dominant person will prefer a 
submissive friend (Leary, 1957). Although 
the complementarity hypothesis has re-
ceived less support, it seems so plausible 
that it cannot be ruled out. For instan~e, 
preference for opposite-sex relationships is 
an obvious form of complementarity. We 
were interested, therefore, to see whether 
complementarity would appear with regard 
to sex or any other dimensions of friendship 
choice. 
The distinction between complementary 
and similarity choice is relevant to our ear-
lier findings regarding the social correlates 
of intelligence (Romer & Berkson, 1979). 
We observed that although individual IQ 
was uncorrelated with sociability , the aver-
age IQ of the peers in a setting was a pre-
dictor of both the extensiveness and inten-
sity of affiliation . We can entertain two ex-
planations for this result. First, more in-
telligent individuals may be intrinsically 
more sociable , more likely to interact with 
each other (similarity choice), and , by their 
presence, increase the "social atmo-
sphere" of the setting. This atmosphere ef-
fect could then transfer to the less in-
telligent clients and increase their sociabil-
ity. 
A second hypothesis is that more in-
telligent adults may not be more sociable 
but that mentally disabled adults may prefer 
to affi liate with others who differ from 
themselves in intelligence (complementary 
choice). If this is the case, then increasing 
the proportion of more intelligent clients in 
a setting would increase the opportunity for 
desirable complementary relationships. 
The result might be that the average in-
tellectual level of clients in a setting is cor-
related with sociability even though indi-
vidual intelligence is not. A major focus in 
this paper, therefore, was on analysis of the 
role of intelligence in the choice of social 
partners and relationship of this process to 
our earlier findings concerning intelligence 
and sociability. 
One advantage of our objective behavior 
records is the ability both to identify 
friendships and to scale them in terms of 
their intensity. We can ask not only 
whether individuals prefer similar others 
but also whether they spend more time with 
them. For example, although people may 
have more friends of the same sex, they 
may still spend more time, on the average, 
with their opposite-sex partners. Since in-
dividuals actually have sets of friends, we 
were interested in studying the average 
characteristics of the sets as well as the 
characteristics of the most intense relation-
ships in the sets. 
Method 
Subjects and Design 
Subjects were the same sample of 304 
clients described in Romer and Berkson 
(1980). Clients were observed in one of 
four sheltered workshops and one in-
termediate-care residential facility in 
Chicago. Eighty-one of the clients were ob-
served in both their workshop and the resi-
dential facility (and one client was observed 
in two workshops), bringing the total 
number of cases to be analyzed to 386. The 
roster of clients in each setting contained 
groups of clients who, in the case of the 
workshops, lived in the same sheltered-care 
facility (n = 116) and who in the residence 
attended the same workshop (n = 97). In 
one workshop, the program had just been 
formed by the amalgamation of two pre-
viously separate programs (n = 47). These 
naturally occurring arrangements enabled 
us to study the effects that additional expo-
sure to peers had upon affiliative choice in 
each setting . 
Observations and Intervie» 
Clients were observed 
breaks , lunch, and other fre 
sheltered workshops and c 
uled periods (evenings an' 
the residence . Behavior wa 
ing about 100, 5-second, rar 
"momentary" observation: 
tensive list of behavior cate1 
by Berkson and Romer (191 
were engaged- in affiliatiV( 
identity of others involved it 
was also recorded. The 11 
were obtained over a per 
months in four settings. Thl 
newly created workshop 
studied in two segments, 
imately 50 observations at ( 
of the present analyses wen 
the first of these segments. 
As in our earlier reports , 
of observations that two cU 
together defined the intensi1 
relationship; however, we' 
associates those individuals 
interacting with a client for 
cent of the client's observ 
criterion clients had anywh1 
"friends" (mean = 2.8). 
As many clients as pos 
were also interviewed abou· 
ances in the setting. Peers 1 
friends '' and people whom ' 
talk to '' were considered a1 
this criterion, we found tha 
from 0 to 12 peers as friend! 
Finally, staff members 
name the people whom th' 
"interacted with." They we 
rate each acquaintance on 
("definitely not friends") t' 
friends"). As in our earli 
quaintances who had an 
(over staff members) of at 
considered to be friends . { 
rion, we found that staff mer 
name from 0 to 1 o. people I 
= 1. 7). 
Analyses of Social Choice 
Clients' friendship lists w 
in terms of six physical and 
p l e m e n t a r y  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  
~ight b e  t h a t  t h e  a v e r a g e  i n -
~~ o f  c l i e n t s  i n  a  s e t t i n g  i s  c o r -
s o c i a b i l i t y  e v e n  t h o u g h  i n d i -
~ence i s  n o t .  A  m a j o r  f o c u s  i n  
e r e f o r e ,  w a s  o n  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  
.g e n c e  i n  t h e  c h o i c e  o f  s o c i a l  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  t h i s  p r o c e s s  t o  
1 d i n g s  c o n c e r n i n g  i n t e l l i g e n c e  
y .  
1a g e  o f  o u r  o b j e c t i v e  b e h a v i o r  
h e  a b i l i t y  b o t h  t o  i d e n t i f y  
1 d  t o  s c a l e  t h e m  i n  t e r m s  o f  
t y .  W e  c a n  a s k  n o t  o n l y  
vi d u a l s  p r e f e r  s i m i l a r  o t h e r s  
1 e r  t h e y  s p e n d  m o r e  t i m e  w i t h  
a m p l e ,  a l t h o u g h  p e o p l e  m a y  
i e n d s  o f  t h e  s a m e  s e x ,  t h e y  
d  m o r e  t i m e ,  o n  t h e  a v e r a g e ,  
> O s i t e - s e x  p a r t n e r s .  S i n c e  i n -
a l l y  h a v e  s e t s  o f  f r i e n d s ,  w e  
e d  i n  s t u d y i n g  t h e  a v e r a g e  
:  o f  t h e  s e t s  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  
o f  t h e  m o s t  i n t e n s e  r e l a t i o n -
! t s .  
M e t h o d  
) e s i g n  
r e  t h e  s a m e  s a m p l e  o f  3 0 4  
e d  i n  R o m e r  a n d  B e r k s o n  
w e r e  o b s e r v e d  i n  o n e  o f  
I  w o r k s h o p s  a n d  o n e  i n -
r e  r e s i d e n t i a l  f a c i l i t y  i n  
~-one o f  t h e  c l i e n t s  w e r e  o b -
t h e i r  w o r k s h o p  a n d  t h e  r e s i -
la n d  o n e  c l i e n t  w a s  o b s e r v e d  
[h o p s ) ,  b r i n g i n g  t h e  t o t a l  
s  t o  b e  a n a l y z e d  t o  3 8 6 .  T h e  
~ i n  e a c h  s e t t i n g  c o n t a i n e d  
It s  w h o ,  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  t h e  
1
d  i n  t h e  s a m e  s h e l t e r e d - c a r e  
~) a n d  w h o  i n  t h e  r e s i d e n c e  
lm e  w o r k s h o p  ( n  =  9 7 ) .  I n  
t h e  p r o g r a m  h a d  j u s t  b e e n  
a m a l g a m a t i o n  o f  t w o  p r e -
~ p r o g r a m s  ( n  =  4 7 ) .  T h e s e  
r i n g  a r r a n g e m e n t s  e n a b l e d  
~ffects t h a t  a d d i t i o n a l  e x p o -
t d  u p o n  a f f i l i a t i v e  c h o i c e  i n  
"  
l .  
R O M E R  A N D  B E R K S O N  
2 4 5  
O b s e r v a t i o n s  a n d  I n t e r v i e w s  
C l i e n t s  w e r e  o b s e r v e d  d u r i n g  c o f f e e  
b r e a k s ,  l u n c h ,  a n d  o t h e r  f r e e  p e r i o d s  i n  t h e  
s h e l t e r e d  w o r k s h o p s  a n d  d u r i n g  u n s c h e d -
u l e d  p e r i o d s  ( e v e n i n g s  a n d  w e e k e n d s )  i n  
t h e  r e s i d e n c e .  B e h a v i o r  w a s  r e c o r d e d  d u r -
i n g  a b o u t  1 0 0 ,  5 - s e c o n d ,  r a n d o m l y  s e l e c t e d  
" m o m e n t a r y "  o b s e r v a t i o n s ,  u s i n g  a n  e x -
t e n s i v e  l i s t  o f  b e h a v i o r  c a t e g o r i e s  d e s c r i b e d  
b y  B e r k s o n  a n d  R o m e r  ( 1 9 8 0 ) .  I f  t h e  c l i e n t  
w e r e  e n g a g e d - i n  a f f i l i a t i v e  b e h a v i o r ,  t h e  
i d e n t i t y  o f  o t h e r s  i n v o l v e d  i n  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  
w a s  a l s o  r e c o r d e d .  T h e  1 0 0  o b s e r v a t i o n s  
w e r e  o b t a i n e d  o v e r  a  p e r i o d  o f  3  t o  5  
m o n t h s  i n  f o u r  s e t t i n g s .  T h e  f i f t h  s e t t i n g ,  a  
n e w l y  c r e a t e d  w o r k s h o p  p r o g r a m ,  w a s  
s t u d i e d  i n  t w o  s e g m e n t s ,  w i t h  a p p r o x -
i m a t e l y  5 0  o b s e r v a t i o n s  a t  e a c h  t i m e .  M o s t  
o f  t h e  p r e s e n t  a n a l y s e s  w e r e  b a s e d  o n  o n l y  
t h e  f i r s t  o f  t h e s e  s e g m e n t s .  
A s  i n  o u r  e a r l i e r  r e p o r t s ,  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  
o f  o b s e r v a t i o n s  t h a t  t w o  c l i e n t s  w e r e  s e e n  
t o g e t h e r  d e f i n e d  t h e  i n t e n s i t y  o f  t h e i r  s o c i a l  
r e l a t i o n s h i p ;  h o w e v e r ,  w e  o n l y  c o u n t e d  a s  
a s s o c i a t e s  t h o s e  i n d i v i d u a l s  w h o  w e r e  s e e n  
i n t e r a c t i n g  w i t h  a  c l i e n t  f o r  a t  l e a s t  3  p e r -
c e n t  o f  t h e  c l i e n t ' s  o b s e r v a t i o n s .  B y  t h i s  
c r i t e r i o n  c l i e n t s  h a d  a n y w h e r e  f r o m  0  t o  1 5  
" f r i e n d s "  ( m e a n  =  2 . 8 ) .  
A s  m a n y  c l i e n t s  a s  p o s s i b l e  ( n  =  2 8 4 )  
w e r e  a l s o  i n t e r v i e w e d  a b o u t  t h e i r  a c q u a i n t -
a n c e s  i n  t h e  s e t t i n g .  P e e r s  n a m e d  a s  " b e s t  
f r i e n d s "  a n d  p e o p l e  w h o m  c l i e n t s  " l i k e d  t o  
t a l k  t o "  w e r e  c o n s i d e r e d  a s  f r i e n d s .  U s i n g  
t h i s  c r i t e r i o n ,  w e  f o u n d  t h a t  c l i e n t s  n a m e d  
f r o m  0  t o  1 2  p e e r s  a s  f r i e n d s  ( m e a n  =  2 . 4 ) .  
F i n a l l y ,  s t a f f  m e m b e r s  w e r e  a s k e d  t o  
n a m e  t h e  p e o p l e  w h o m  t h e y  k n e w  c l i e n t s  
" i n t e r a c t e d  w i t h . "  T h e y  w e r e  a l s o  a s k e d  t o  
r a t e  e a c h  a c q u a i n t a n c e  o n  a  s c a l e  f r o m  1  
( " d e f i n i t e l y  n o t  f r i e n d s " )  t o  5  ( " d e f i n i t e l y  
f r i e n d s " ) .  A s  i n  o u r  e a r l i e r  r e p o r t s ,  a c -
q u a i n t a n c e s  w h o  h a d  a n  a v e r a g e  r a t i n g  
( o v e r  s t a f f  m e m b e r s )  o f  a t  l e a s t  3 . 5  w e r e  
c o n s i d e r e d  t o  b e  f r i e n d s .  U s i n g  t h i s  c r i t e -
r i o n ,  w e  f o u n d  t h a t  s t a f f  m e m b e r s  t e n d e d  t o  
n a m e  f r o m  0  t o  1 0 p e o p l e  p e r  c l i e n t  ( m e a n  
=  1 . 7 ) .  
A n a l y s e s  o f  S o c i a l  C h o i c e  
C l i e n t s '  f r i e n d s h i p  l i s t s  w e r e  s u m m a r i z e d  
i n  t e r m s  o f  s i x  p h y s i c a l  a n d  c o g n i t i v e  c h a r -
a c t e r i s t i c s :  i n t e l l i g e n c e ,  s e x ,  a g e ,  m a j o r  
d i a g n o s i s ,  d e s i r e  f o r  a f f i l i a t i o n ,  a n d  p h y s i -
c a l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s .  T h e  f i r s t  f o u r  v a r i a b l e s  
w e r e  t a k e n  f r o m  A g e n c y  f i l e s ;  t h e  d e s i r e  f o r  
a f f i l i a t i o n  w a s  d e r i v e d  f r o m  a  t e s t  ( t h e  S o -
c i a l  S e l f - C o n c e p t  S c a l e )  a d m i n i s t e r e d  t o  
c l i e n t s  t h a t  m e a s u r e d  t h e i r  p r e f e r e n c e s  f o r  
a f f i l i a t i o n  v s .  s o l i t u d e ,  a n d  p h y s i c a l  a t t r a c -
t i v e n e s s  w a s  d e r i v e d  f r o m  s t a f f  m e m b e r  
j u d g m e n t s .  D e t a i l s  o n  t h e  m e a s u r e m e n t  o f  
t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s  w e r e  g i v e n  i n  o u r  e a r l i e r  
r e p o r t s .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  i f  c l i e n t s  h a d  p e e r s  t o  
w h o m  t h e y  c o u l d  h a v e  e x p o s u r e  i n  a n o t h e r  
s e t t i n g ,  t h e i r  f r i e n d s h i p s  w e r e  c a t e g o r i z e d  
i n  t e r m s  o f  t h i s  e x p o s u r e  ( y e s / n o ) .  F o r  m o s t  
o f  t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s ,  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  a  
c l i e n t ' s  f r i e n d s h i p s  w e r e  o b t a i n e d  b y  a v -
e r a g i n g  t h e  r e l e v a n t  v a l u e s  o v e r  f r i e n d s .  I n  
t h e  c a s e  o f  d i a g n o s i s  a n d  e x p o s u r e ,  h o w -
e v e r ,  a v e r a g i n g  d i d  n o t  a p p l y ;  i n s t e a d ,  w e  
c a l c u l a t e d  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  f r i e n d s  w h o  
w e r e  s i m i l a r  i n  d i a g n o s i s  o r  w h o  h a d  e x p o -
s u r e  t o  t h e  c l i e n t .  T h e s e  v a l u e s  w e r e  t h e n  
c o r r e c t e d  b y  d i v i d i n g  t h e m  b y  p r o p o r t i o n s  
t h a t  w o u l d  b e  e x p e c t e d  b y  c h a n c e  i n  t h e  
s e t t i n g  ( t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  r e l e v a n t  p e e r s  i n  
t h e  s e t t i n g ) .  T h i s  c o r r e c t i o n  w o u l d  r e s u l t  i n  
a  v a l u e  o f  1 . 0  i f  a  c l i e n t ' s  f r i e n d s  m a t c h e d  
t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  e x p e c t e d  b y  c h a n c e  i n  t h e  
s e t t i n g ,  a n d  a  v a l u e  g r e a t e r  t h a n  1 . 0  i f  a  
p r e f e r e n c e  f o r  c e r t a i n  p e e r s  w e r e  o p e r a t i n g .  
T h e  v a r i o u s  s u m m a r y  s c o r e s  w e r e  t h e n  
a n a l y z e d  u s i n g  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s e s  i n  w h i c h  
a l l  o f  t h e  v a r i a b l e s  d e s c r i b i n g  e a c h  c l i e n t  
s e r v e d  a s  p r e d i c t o r s .  T h i s  a n a l y s i s  e n a b l e d  
u s  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  
c l i e n t  a n d  f r i e n d  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  h o l d i n g  a l l  
o t h e r  c l i e n t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  c o n s t a n t .  I n  a d -
d i t i o n ,  v a r i a t i o n  d u e  t o  s e t t i n g s  w a s  h e l d  
c o n s t a n t  b y  i n c l u d i n g  p r e d i c t o r s  f o r  e a c h  
w o r k s h o p .  T h e  r e a s o n  f o r  u s i n g  t h i s  p r o c e -
d u r e  i s  t h a t  s p u r i o u s  c o r r e l a t i o n s  b e t w e e n  
c l i e n t  a n d  f r i e n d  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  c o u l d  
e m e r g e  s i m p l y  b e c a u s e  s e t t i n g s  d i f f e r  w i t h  
r e g a r d  t o  t h e  c l i e n t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  u n d e r  
s t u d y .  H o l d i n g  t h i s  v a r i a t i o n  c o n s t a n t  p e r -
m i t s  t h e  t r u e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  c l i e n t  
a n d  f r i e n d  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t o  e m e r g e .  F i -
n a l l y ,  l i n e a r  i n t e r a c t i o n s  b e t w e e n  s e t t i n g s  
a n d  t h e  c r i t i c a l  c l i e n t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  w e r e  
i n c l u d e d  t o  d e t e r m i n e  w h e t h e r  t h e  c l i e n t -
f r i e n d  r e l a t i o n s h i p  d i f f e r e d  b y  s e t t i n g .  A  
s i m i l a r  p r o c e d u r e  w a s  u s e d  b y  R o m e r  a n d  
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Berkson (1980) in their analysis of sociabil-
ity. 
To analyze how much time clients spent 
with friends of different characteristics, we 
separated friendship lists derived from the 
observations into grosser categories and 
calculated the average intensity of the 
friendships that fell into each category. 
Most characteristics were trichotomized so 
that equal numbers of clients would fall into 
each category. IQs of 52 and 72 defined the 
lower and upper category boundaries for 
intelligence, and 31 and 51 years were the 
cutoffs for age . Although we call these 
categories "low," "medium," and "high," 
they are only defined in relation to our pres-
ent sample . For example, medium IQ ac-
tually corresponds to what is usually called 
"mild" mental retardation. In the case of 
sex (male, female), diagnosis (mental retar-
dation , mental illness, both diagnoses), and 
exposure (yes, no), however , existing 
categories were employed. By this proce-
dure, each client would have an average 
intensity score for each category, e.g., for 
friends of high, medium, and low IQ. If a 
client had no friends in a particular cate-
gory, the score was considered to be miss-
ing. Thus, this analysis provided a measure 
of preference for different categories of so-
cial choice given that clients had friends in 
the category. These intensity measures 
could also be subjected to the same regres-
sion analysis procedures outlined above. 
We found that scores for one category were 
usually uncorrelated with scores from an-
other on the same dimension (e .g. , high and 
low IQ), so that separate regressions for 
each category could be conducted. Because 
the intensity scores tended to be positively 
skewed, however, we performed a square-
root transformation before analyzing them 
by regression procedures. This tactic tends 
to reduce the heterogeneity of variance that 
would otherwise occur. Nevertheless , in 
presenting the results of particular intensity 
analyses, we report untransformed scores 
that are more readily interpretable. 
Results 
Consistent with our expectations, clients' 
friends hip preferences were strongly pre-
dicted by the amount of exposure they had 
to their peers. To assess the effect of expo-
sure, we calculated the proportion of 
friends clients had (by each measure of 
choice) from their home or workshop and 
divided this value by the proportion ex-
pected by chance in the setting. Greater 
than chance selection of familiar friends 
would correspond to a value larger than 1.0. 
All three measures of exposure preference 
were greater than 1.0 (observations = 2.31, 
t = 5.13, 189 df, p < .01; clients = 2.49, t = 
5.40, 133 df, p < .01 ; staff = 2.86, t = 6.56, 
172 df, p < .01) . Although the preference 
was stronger in some settings than in 
others, it was apparent in each and was 
consistently independent of intelligence. 
The behavioral measures indicated that 
both older and mentally ill clients were 
more inclined to have the preference; but 
neither client nor staff judgments displayed 
this pattern. 
Although clients tended to prefer to asso-
ciate with familiar peers, it was not neces-
sarily the case that they spent more time in 
these relationships than in ones with un-
familiar persons. As can be seen in Table 1, 
the average intensity of familiar relation-
ships was mainly greater for females. We 
analyzed the intensity data for clients who 
had both categories of friendship by sub-
tracting the intensity score for a client's 
unfamiliar friends from that for his or her 
TABLE I 
M EAN TIM E (IN P E RCENTAGES) SPENT WITH PEERS BY SEX OF CLI E NT 
Peer familiarity Peer sex 
High Low Male Female 
Client Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Males 7.52 7. 38 7.21 5.28 6.26 3.36 8.99 8.68 
Females 9.80 10.18 7. 14 5.79 8.90 8.24 6.21 4.72 
familiar ones. A regressi 
eluding all traits and settin 
only females preferred fam 
7.25, 1/90 df, p < .01). Th< 
ence for familiar friends wa 
(mean difference = 9.4 pe 
106 df, p > .10) . 
Intelligence and Social Ch1 
Although client IQ and t1 
clients' friends were posit 
for each measure of frien 
tions, r = .42; client namin1 
namings, r = .43) , these rei~ 
siderably reduced when va 
settings was held constant ( 
= 2.87, 1/281 df, p > .10; clie 
5.53, 1/198 df, p < .05; sta 
.06, 1/244 df, p > .10). Cl 
name friends of the same le1 
all settings, but observ1 
tended to be similar in only 
4.18, 1/281 df, p < .05) . It w: 
that this particular setting ' 
strongest evidence of simi 
program had recently been 
amalgamation of two prev 
programs that differed in 
clients (39 vs. 60). Since pn 
was correlated with intellig 
choice would be an apparen 
The regression analyses o 
IQ also revealed that mon 
older clients tended to be 
intelligent peers, and staff r 
with the observations in th< 
more attractive clients as I 
telligent friends. Our measu~ 
evidence, however, that a 
characteristic was systemat 
the IQ of friends. 
Although correlational 2 
served friendships did not 
the similarity or complemer 
ses, it was still possible tl 
form of choice for IQ was 
possibility became clear wh( 
the preference curves for fri 
IQ levels . These plots, sho· 
indicate that for every socio 
choice of friends was systen 
to intelligence. Looking fin 
1 e t e r o g e n e i t y  o f  v a r i a n c e  t h a t  
i s e  o c c u r .  N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  i n  
r e s u l t s  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e n s i t y  
r e p o r t  u n t r a n s f o r m e d  s c o r e s  
r e a d i l y  i n t e r p r e t a b l e .  
R e s u l t s  
v i t h  o u r  e x p e c t a t i o n s ,  c l i e n t s '  
f e r e n c e s  w e r e  s t r o n g l y  p r e -
t m o u n t  o f  e x p o s u r e  t h e y  h a d  
T o  a s s e s s  t h e  e f f e c t  o f  e x p o -
c u l a t e d  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  
h a d  ( b y  e a c h  m e a s u r e  o f  
h e i r  h o m e  o r  w o r k s h o p  a n d  
a l u e  b y  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  e x -
m c e  i n  t h e  s e t t i n g .  G r e a t e r  
: e l e c t i o n  o f  f a m i l i a r  f r i e n d s  
m d  t o  a  v a l u e  l a r g e r  t h a n  1 . 0 .  
u r e s  o f  e x p o s u r e  p r e f e r e n c e  
t a n  1 . 0  ( o b s e r v a t i o n s  =  2 . 3 1 ,  
( ,  p  <  . O J ;  c l i e n t s  =  2 . 4 9 ,  t  =  
<  . 0 1 ;  s t a f f =  2 . 8 6 ,  t  =  6 . 5 6 ,  
1 ) .  A l t h o u g h  t h e  p r e f e r e n c e  
i n  s o m e  s e t t i n g s  t h a n  i n  
a p p a r e n t  i n  e a c h  a n d  w a s  
t d e p e n d e n t  o f  i n t e l l i g e n c e .  
t l  m e a s u r e s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  
d  m e n t a l l y  i l l  c l i e n t s  w e r e  
t o  h a v e  t h e  p r e f e r e n c e ;  b u t  
o r  s t a f f  j u d g m e n t s  d i s p l a y e d  
m t s  t e n d e d  t o  p r e f e r  t o  a s s o -
l i a r  p e e r s ,  i t  w a s  n o t  n e c e s -
t h a t  t h e y  s p e n t  m o r e  t i m e  i n  
h i p s  t h a n  i n  o n e s  w i t h  u n -
s .  A s  c a n  b e  s e e n  i n  T a b l e  1 ,  
t e n s i t y  o f  f a m i l i a r  r e l a t i o n -
t l y  g r e a t e r  f o r  f e m a l e s .  W e  
t e n s i t y  d a t a  f o r  c l i e n t s  w h o  
to r i e s  o f  f r i e n d s h i p  b y  s u b -
'e n s i t y  s c o r e  f o r  a  c l i e n t ' s  
td s  f r o m  t h a t  f o r  h i s  o r  h e r  
S E X  O F  C L I E N T  
~ale 
S D  
3 . 3 6  
8 . 2 4  
P e e r  s e x  
F e m a l e  
M e a n  
8 . 9 9  
6 . 2 1  
S D  
8 . 6 8  
4 . 7 2  
R O M E R  A N D  B E R K S O N  
2 4 7  
f a m i l i a r  o n e s .  A  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  i n -
c l u d i n g  a l l  t r a i t s  a n d  s e t t i n g s  r e v e a l e d  t h a t  
o n l y  f e m a l e s  p r e f e r r e d  f a m i l i a r  p e e r s  ( F  =  
7 . 2 5 ,  1 / 9 0  d f ,  p  <  . 0 1 ) .  T h e  o v e r a l l  p r e f e r -
e n c e  f o r  f a m i l i a r  f r i e n d s  w a s  n o n s i g n i f i c a n t  
( m e a n  d i f f e r e n c e  =  9 . 4  p e r c e n t ,  t  =  1 . 2 5 ,  
1 0 6  d f ,  " p  >  . 1 0 ) .  
I n t e l l i g e n c e  a n d  S o c i a l  C h o i c e  
A l t h o u g h  c l i e n t  I Q  a n d  t h e  a v e r a g e  I Q  o f  
c l i e n t s '  f r i e n d s  w e r e  p o s i t i v e l y  c o r r e l a t e d  
f o r  e a c h  m e a s u r e  o f  f r i e n d s h i p  ( o b s e r v a -
t i o n s ,  r  =  . 4 2 ;  c l i e n t  n a m i n g s ,  r  =  . 3 8 ;  s t a f f  
n a m i n g s ,  r  =  . 4 3 ) ,  t h e s e  r e l a t i o n s  w e r e  c o n -
s i d e r a b l y  r e d u c e d  w h e n  v a r i a t i o n  b e t w e e n  
s e t t i n g s  w a s  h e l d  c o n s t a n t  ( o b s e r v a t i o n s :  F  
=  2 . 8 7 ,  1 / 2 8 1  d f ,  p  >  . 1 0 ;  c l i e n t  n a m i n g s :  F  =  
5 . 5 3 ,  1 / 1 9 8  d f ,  p  <  . 0 5 ;  s t a f f  n a m i n g s :  F  =  
.  0 6 ,  1 / 2 4 4  d f ,  p  >  . 1 0 ) .  C l i e n t s  t e n d e d  t o  
n a m e  f r i e n d s  o f  t h e  s a m e  l e v e l  o f  i n t e l l e c t  i n  
a l l  s e t t i n g s ,  b u t  o b s e r v e d  f r i e n d s h i p s  
t e n d e d  t o  b e  s i m i l a r  i n  o n l y  o n e  s e t t i n g  ( F  =  
4 . 1 8 ,  1 / 2 8 1  d f ,  p  <  . 0 5 ) .  I t  w a s  n o t  s u r p r i s i n g  
t h a t  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  s e t t i n g  w o u l d  s h o w  t h e  
s t r o n g e s t  e v i d e n c e  o f  s i m i l a r i t y  s i n c e  t h e  
p r o g r a m  h a d  r e c e n t l y  b e e n  c r e a t e d  b y  t h e  
a m a l g a m a t i o n  o f  t w o  p r e v i o u s l y  s e p a r a t e  
p r o g r a m s  t h a t  d i f f e r e d  i n  a v e r a g e  I Q  o f  
c l i e n t s  ( 3 9  v s .  6 0 ) .  S i n c e  p r e v i o u s  e x , P o s u r e  
w a s  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  i n t e l l i g e n c e ,  s i m i l a r i t y  
c h o i c e  w o u l d  b e  a n  a p p a r e n t  c o n s e q u e n c e .  
T h e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s e s  o f  a v e r a g e  f r i e n d  
I Q  a l s o  r e v e a l e d  t h a t  m o r e  a t t r a c t i v e  a n d  
o l d e r  c l i e n t s  t e n d e d  t o  b e  s e e n  w i t h  m o r e  
i n t e l l i g e n t  p e e r s ,  a n d  s t a f f  m e m b e r s  a g r e e d  
w i t h  t h e  o b s e r v a t i o n s  i n  t h a t  t h e y  a l s o  s a w  
m o r e  a t t r a c t i v e  c l i e n t s  a s  h a v i n g  m o r e  i n -
t e l l i g e n t  f r i e n d s .  O u r  m e a s u r e s  f a i l e d  t o  f i n d  
e v i d e n c e ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h a t  a n y  o t h e r  c l i e n t  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  w a s  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  r e l a t e d  t o  
t h e  I Q  o f  f r i e n d s .  
A l t h o u g h  c o r r e l a t i o n a l  a n a l y s e s  o f  o b -
s e r v e d  f r i e n d s h i p s  d i d  n o t  s u p p o r t  e i t h e r  
t h e  s i m i l a r i t y  o r  c o m p l e m e n t a r i t y  h y p o t h e -
s e s ,  i t  w a s  s t i l l  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  s o m e  o t h e r  
f o r m  o f  c h o i c e  f o r  I Q  w a s  o p e r a t i n g .  T h i s  
p o s s i b i l i t y  b e c a m e  c l e a r  w h e n  w e  e x a m i n e d  
t h e  p r e f e r e n c e  c u r v e s  f o r  f r i e n d s  o f  v a r i o u s  
I Q  l e v e l s .  T h e s e  p l o t s ,  s h o w n  i n  F i g u r e  I ,  
i n d i c a t e  t h a t  f o r  e v e r y  s o c i o m e t r i c  m e t h o d ,  
c h o i c e  o f  f r i e n d s  w a s  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  r e l a t e d  
t o  i n t e l l i g e n c e .  L o o k i n g  f i r s t  a t  c h o i c e  f o r  
t h e  m o s t  i n t e n s e  o b s e r v e d  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
( F i g u r e  I a ) ,  i t  i s  a p p a r e n t  t h a t  b o t h  l o w - a n d  
h i g h - I Q  c l i e n t s  w e r e  s e e n  m o r e  o f t e n  t h a n  
e x p e c t e d  b y  c h a n c e  w i t h  p e e r s  w h o  w e r e  
m o d e r a t e l y  b u t  n o t  c o m p l e t e l y  d i f f e r e n t .  
C l i e n t s  o f  m e d i u m  I Q  w e r e  p o p u l a r  w i t h  
p e e r s  o f  b o t h  h i g h  a n d  l o w  I Q .  T h i s  c o n c l u -
s i o n  i s  a l s o  s u p p o r t e d  b y  t h e  p r e f e r e n c e  
c u r v e s  b a s e d  o n  t h e  a v e r a g e  a m o u n t  o f  t i m e  
c l i e n t s  s p e n t  w i t h  p e e r s  o f  v a r i o u s  l e v e l s  o f  
i n t e l l i g e n c e  ( F i g u r e  1 b ) .  E a c h  I Q  g r o u p  
t e n d e d  t o  s p e n d  t h e  m o s t  t i m e  w i t h  p e e r s  
w h o  w e r e  s o m e w h a t  d i f f e r e n t  i n  i n t e l l i -
g e n c e .  M o r e  s t r i k i n g ,  h o w e v e r ,  w a s  t h e  
t e n d e n c y  f o r  e a c h  c l i e n t  g r o u p  t o  s p e n d  t h e  
l e a s t  t i m e  w i t h  p e e r s  w h o  w e r e  s i m i l a r  i n  
I Q .  R e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s e s  h o l d i n g  s e t t i n g s  
a n d  o t h e r  v a r i a b l e s  c o n s t a n t  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  
t h e  c u r v i l i n e a r  p a t t e r n  f o r  t i m e  s p e n t  i n  
b o t h  l o w - a n d  m o d e r a t e - I Q  f r i e n d s h i p s  ( F s  .  
=  7 . 3 9  a n d  1 7 . 0 3  a n d  d f s  =  1 / 1 5 8  a n d  1 / 2 1 4 ,  
r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  p s  <  . 0 1 ) .  T h e  c u r v i l i n e a r  
p a t t e r n  f o r  h i g h - I Q  f r i e n d s  a p p r o a c h e d  
s i g n i f i c a n c e .  T h e s e  r e s u l t s  s u g g e s t  a  f o r m  
o f  " l i m i t e d  c o m p l e m e n t a r i t y "  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  
s o c i a l  c h o i c e  f o r  i n t e l l i g e n c e ;  i . e . ,  c l i e n t s  
a p p e a r e d  t o  b e  s e n s i t i v e  t o  a  c e r t a i n  d e g r e e  
o f  s i m i l a r i t y  a n d  c o m p l e m e n t a r i t y  i n  t h e i r  
a f f i l i a t i o n  p r e f e r e n c e s .  
T h e  p a t t e r n s  o f  c h o i c e  d i s p l a y e d  b y  
c l i e n t s  a n d  s t a f f  ( F i g u r e s  l c  a n d  1 d )  w e r e  
m o s t  n o t i c e a b l y  d i f f e r e n t  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  
p r e f e r e n c e s  o f  l o w - I Q  c l i e n t s .  B o t h  c l i e n t s  
a n d  s t a f f  m e m b e r s  i n d i c a t e d  s i m i l a r i t y -
c h o i c e  f o r  l o w - I Q  c l i e n t s .  C o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  
t h e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s ,  c l i e n t s  d i s p l a y e d  
s i m i l a r i t y - c h o i c e  f o r  a l l  I Q  g r o u p s .  N e v e r -
t h e l e s s ,  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  
t h a t  t h e r e  i s  s o m e  p r e f e r e n c e  f o r  p e e r s  o f  
d i s s i m i l a r  i n t e l l i g e n c e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  a m o n g  
m e d i u m - I Q  c l i e n t s .  T h u s ,  a l t h o u g h  c l i e n t s  
t e n d e d  t o  n a m e  f r i e n d s  w h o  w e r e  i n -
t e l l e c t u a l l y  s i m i l a r ,  o u r  o b s e r v a t i o n s  s u g -
g e s t  t h a t  m e n t a l l y  d i s a b l e d  a d u l t s  d o  n o t  
s e g r e g a t e  t h e m s e l v e s  o n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  i n t e l l i -
g e n c e  a n d  t h a t  l i m i t e d  f o r m s  o f  c o m -
p l e m e n t a r i t y  e x i s t  i n  t h e s e  f r i e n d s h i p  r e l a -
t i o n s .  
O p p o s i t e - S e x  R e l a t i o n s h i p s  
O p p o s i t e - s e x  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  a r e  a  b a s i c  
a s p e c t  o f  s o c i a l  l i f e .  N o n d i s a b l e d  a d u l t s ,  o f  
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CLIENT IQ 
FIGURE I. Social choice of clients of high , medium, and low IQ for peers of various IQ level s as determined 
from (a) most intense observed relationship, (b) average time spent with peers, (c) client friendship namings , and 
(d) namings given by staff members . 
course , find both same- and opposite-sex 
relationships satisfying. We were not sur-
prised, therefore, to find a small but sig-
nificant tendency toward similarity in sex-
ual preference (observations, r = .23; client 
namings, r = .51 ; staff namings, r = .19). 
Regression analyses revealed that this 
tendency remained when controlling for 
settings and other variables , although the 
preference seemed to vary in strength de-
pending upon setting . Older and more so-
cially motivated clients tended to be seen 
with a high proportion of women , and older 
clients named a higher proportion of 
women as friends. 
Despite the preference for same-sex re-
lationships, opposite-sex relationships were 
common. Approximately 34 percent of 
men ' s observed friends were women, 
whereas approximately 48 percent of 
women's observed friends were men . Fur-
thermore, as can be seen in Table 1, women 
tended to spend more time, on the average, 
with men than they did with women (F = 
5.67, 1/248 df, p < .05). A 
for men did not reach si1 
other variables were contn 
Other Client Characteristi' 
Choice 
Age. Although men tall) 
tractive clients tended to af 
peers, there was no evide 
segregated themselves by 
tion between settings wa~ 
Clients did display some 
similarity in their friendsh 
this preference was limited 
tings. Mentally ill clients a 
older peers as friends . De~ 
evidence for similarity in t 
and client namings, staff r, 
to name friends who were 
age (F = 17.91, 1/239 df, p 
there was one setting in wl 
appear. Staff members did 
other sources in naming o 
mentally ill clients. The on 
predicted the time clients SJ 
of various ages was physica 
with more attractive clie 
spend more time with you 
aged peers (Fs = 13.8 and 
1/193 and 1/216, respective!] 
absence of similarity cho 
perhaps not so surprising c 
the same result has been ob: 
disabled population when 
had ready access to each 01 
& Lawton, 1975). 
Sociability. Although the 
filiation was correlated witt 
our sample (r = .32) , there \1 
of either similarity or cc 
choice in relation to this de 
less, more attractive client: 
filiate with more sociable 
spend more time with m 
highly sociable peers , and w• 
affiliate with and spend n: 
highly sociable peers than c 
namings showed the same p: 
namings were only sensitiv 
tractiveness as a predictor o 
Diagnosis . As seen in T 
diagnosed primarily as me1 
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6  
s  o f  v a r i o u s  I Q  l e v e l s  a s  d e t e r m i n e d  
r s ,  ( c )  c l i e n t  f r i e n d s h i p  n a m i n g s ,  a n d  
1 p o r t i o n  o f  w o m e n ,  a n d  o l d e r  
d  a  h i g h e r  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  
n d s .  
p r e f e r e n c e  f o r  s a m e - s e x  r e -
p o s i t e - s e x  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w e r e  
p r o x i m a t e l y  3 4  p e r c e n t  o f  
e d  f r i e n d s  w e r e  w o m e n ,  
r o x i m a t e l y  4 8  p e r c e n t  o f  
r v e d  f r i e n d s  w e r e  m e n .  F u r -
'  
m  b e  s e e n  i n  T a b l e  1 ,  w o m e n  
d  m o r e  t i m e ,  o n  t h e  a v e r a g e ,  
t h e y  d i d  w i t h  w o m e n  ( F  =  
R O M E R  A N D  B E R K S O N  
2 4 9  
5 . 6 7 ,  1 / 2 4 8  d f ,  p  <  . 0 5 ) .  A  s i m i l a r  t e n d e n c y  
f o r  m e n  d i d  n o t  r e a c h  s i g n i f i c a n c e  w h e n  
o t h e r  v a r i a b l e s  w e r e  c o n t r o l l e d .  
O t h e r  C l i e n t  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a n d  S o c i a l  
C h o i c e  
A g e .  A l t h o u g h  m e n t a l l y  i l l  a n d  l e s s  a t -
t r a c t i v e  c l i e n t s  t e n d e d  t o  a f f i l i a t e  w i t h  o l d e r  
p e e r s ,  t h e r e  w a s  n o  e v i d e n c e  t h a t  c l i e n t s  
s e g r e g a t e d  t h e m s e l v e s  b y  a g e  o n c e  v a r i a -
t i o n  b e t w e e n  s e t t i n g s  w a s  h e l d  c o n s t a n t .  
C l i e n t s  d i d  d i s p l a y  s o m e  p r e f e r e n c e  f o r  
s i m i l a r i t y  i n  t h e i r  f r i e n d s h i p  n a m i n g s ,  b u t  
t h i s  p r e f e r e n c e  w a s  l i m i t e d  t o  o n l y  t w o  s e t -
t i n g s .  M e n t a l l y  i l l  c l i e n t s  a l s o  n a m e d  m o r e  
o l d e r  p e e r s  a s  f r i e n d s .  D e s p i t e  t h e  l i m i t e d  
e v i d e n c e  f o r  s i m i l a r i t y  i n  t h e  o b s e r v a t i o n s  
a n d  c l i e n t  n a m i n g s ,  s t a f f  m e m b e r s  t e n d e d  
t o  n a m e  f r i e n d s  w h o  w e r e  c o m p a r a b l e  i n  
a g e  ( F  =  1 7 . 9 1 ,  1 / 2 3 9  d f ,  p  <  . 0 1 ) ,  a l t h o u g h  
t h e r e  w a s  o n e  s e t t i n g  i n  w h i c h  t h i s  d i d  n o t  
a p p e a r .  S t a f f  m e m b e r s  d i d  a g r e e  w i t h  t h e  
o t h e r  s o u r c e s  i n  n a m i n g  o l d e r  f r i e n d s  f o r  
m e n t a l l y  i l l  c l i e n t s .  T h e  o n l y  v a r i a b l e  t h a t  
p r e d i c t e d  t h e  t i m e  c l i e n t s  s p e n t  w i t h  o t h e r s  
o f  v a r i o u s  a g e s  w a s  p h y s i c a l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s ,  
w i t h  m o r e  a t t r a c t i v e  c l i e n t s ·  t e n d i n g  t o  
s p e n d  m o r e  t i m e  w i t h  y o u n g  a n d  m i d d l e -
a g e d  p e e r s  ( F s  =  1 3 . 8  a n d  9 . 6 0  a n d  d f s  =  
1 / 1 9 3  a n d  1 / 2 1 6 ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y , p s  <  . 0 1 ) .  T h e  
a b s e n c e  o f  s i m i l a r i t y  c h o i c e  f o r  a g e  i s  
p e r h a p s  n o t  s o  s u r p r i s i n g  c o n s i d e r i n g  t h a t  
t h e  s a m e  r e s u l t  h a s  b e e n  o b s e r v e d  i n  a  n o n -
d i s a b l e d  p o p u l a t i o n  w h e n  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s  
h a d  r e a d y  a c c e s s  t o  e a c h  o t h e r  ( N a m e h o w  
&  L a w t o n ,  1 9 7 5 ) .  
S o c i a b i l i t y .  A l t h o u g h  t h e  d e s i r e  f o r  a f -
f i l i a t i o n  w a s  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  i n t e l l i g e n c e  i n  
o u r  s a m p l e  ( r  =  . 3 2 ) ,  t h e r e  w a s  n o  e v i d e n c e  
o f  e i t h e r  s i m i l a r i t y  o r  c o m p l e m e n t a r i t y  
c h o i c e  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h i s  d e s i r e .  N e v e r t h e -
l e s s ,  m o r e  a t t r a c t i v e  c l i e n t s  t e n d e d  t o  a f -
f i l i a t e  w i t h  m o r e  s o c i a b l e  p e e r s  a n d  t o  
s p e n d  m o r e  t i m e  w i t h  m o d e r a t e l y  a n d  
h i g h l y  s o c i a b l e  p e e r s ,  a n d  w o m e n  t e n d e d  t o  
a f f i l i a t e  w i t h  a n d  s p e n d  m o r e  t i m e  w i t h  
h i g h l y  s o c i a b l e  p e e r s  t h a n  d i d  m e n .  C l i e n t  
n a m i n g s  s h o w e d  t h e  s a m e  p a t t e r n ,  b u t  s t a f f  
n a m i n g s  w e r e  o n l y  s e n s i t i v e  t o  c l i e n t  a t -
t r a c t i v e n e s s  a s  a  p r e d i c t o r  o f  s o c i a l  c h o i c e .  
D i a g n o s i s .  A s  s e e n  i n  T a b l e  2 ,  c l i e n t s  
d i a g n o s e d  p r i m a r i l y  a s  m e n t a l l y  r e t a r d e d  
T A B L E  2  
M E A N  P R O P O R T I O N  O F  F R I E N D S  W I T H  S A M E  
D I A G N O S I S  F O R  E A C H  S O C I O M E T R I C  M E T H O D  
M e t h o d  
O b s e r v a t i o n s  
C l i e n t s  
S t a f f  
M R  
1 . 1 9 *  
1 . 1 1  *  
1 . 1 9 *  
C l i e n t  d i a g n o s i s  
M I  
1 . 0 2  
1 . 3 6  
2 . 0 0 *  
M R I M I  
1 . 0 8  
1 . 0 5  
1 . 1 1  
N o t e .  M R  =  m e n t a l l y  r e t a r d e d ,  M I  =  m e n t a l l y  i l l .  
*  p  <  . 0 5 .  
a f f i l i a t e d  w i t h  m o r e  p e e r s  o f  t h e  s a m e  d i a g -
n o s i s  t h a n  e x p e c t e d  b y  c h a n c e  ( t  =  5 . 9 6 ,  2 2 7  
d f ,  p  <  . 0 1 ) ;  o n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  m e n t a l l y  i l l  
a n d  m i x e d  d i a g n o s i s  c l i e n t s  d i d  n o t  p r e f e r  
s i m i l a r  p e e r s .  W e  c a n n o t  d e t e r m i n e  
w h e t h e r  t h i s  d i f f e r e n t i a l  p r e f e r e n c e  o c -
c u r r e d  b e c a u s e  t h e  n o n r e t a r d e d  c l i e n t s  h a d  
n o  p r e f e r e n c e s  o r  b e c a u s e  t h e  r e t a r d e d  
c l i e n t s  s i m p l y  p r e f e r r e d  t o  s e g r e g a t e  t h e m -
s e l v e s  f r o m  t h e  m e n t a l l y  i l l  c l i e n t s .  A n  
a n a l y s i s  b a s e d  o n  i n t e n s i t y  o f  a f f i l i a t i o n  
r e v e a l e d  n o  s y s t e m a t i c  p r e f e r e n c e  f o r  
m e n t a l l y  r e t a r d e d  o r  m e n t a l l y  i l l  p e e r s  b y  
a n y  d i a g n o s t i c  g r o u p .  N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  s t a f f  
m e m b e r s  s a w  m e n t a l l y  i l l  c l i e n t s  a s  p a r -
t i c u l a r l y  p r o n e  t o  s e g r e g a t i o n  ( t  =  2 . 5 6 ,  2 3  
d f ,  p  <  . 0 5 ) ,  a n d  t h e y  s a w  a  s i m i l a r  t e n -
d e n c y  f o r  t h e  r e t a r d e d  c l i e n t s  ( t  =  5 . 5 2 ,  2 0 3  
d f ,  D  <  . 0 1 ) .  
A t t r a c t i v e n e s s .  P h y s i c a l  a t t r a c t i v e -
n e s s  i s  a n  i n t e r e s t i n g  v a r i a b l e  b e c a u s e  i t  
w a s  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  i n t e l l i g e n c e  ( r  =  . 2 4 )  
a n d  w a s  s u r p r i s i n g l y  p r e d i c t i v e  o f  s o c i a b i l -
i t y  i n  t h i s  s a m p l e  ( R o m e r  &  B e r k s o n ,  1 9 8 0 ) .  
N o n d i s a b l e d  a d u l t s  h a v e  b e e n  o b s e r v e d  t o  
b e  h i g h l y  s e n s i t i v e  t o  t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  i n  
b o t h  m a t i n g  ( M u r s t e i n ,  1 9 7 6 )  a n d  f r i e n d s h i p  
c h o i c e  ( C a s h  &  D e r l e g a ,  1 9 7 8 ) ,  w i t h  s t r o n g  
p r e f e r e n c e  f o r  s i m i l a r i t y  c h o i c e .  O u r  p r e s -
e n t  s a m p l e  d i s p l a y e d  t h e  s a m e  p a t t e r n  ( o b -
s e r v a t i o n s ,  r  =  . 3 8 ;  c l i e n t  n a m i n g s ,  r  =  . 2 7 ;  
a n d  s t a f f  n a m i n g s ,  r  =  . 2 3 ) .  C l i e n t s  t e n d e d  
t o  a f f i l i a t e  w i t h  p e e r s  w h o  w e r e  s i m i l a r  i n  
a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  ( F  =  1 9 . 2 6 ,  1 / 1 2 8 d f ,  p  <  . 0 1 ) ,  
a n d  t h e  i n t e n s i t y  s c o r e s  s h o w n  i n  F i g u r e  2  
r e v e a l  a  s t r i k i n g  s i m i l a r i t y  p a t t e r n  f o r  e a c h  
a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  g r o u p .  T h e  l i n e a r  t r e n d s  f o r  
h i g h - a n d  l o w - a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  p e e r s  w e r e  
s i g n i f i c a n t  ( F  =  7 . 2 2 ,  1 / 7 8  d f ,  p  <  . 0 1  a n d  F  
=  4 . 8 3 ,  1 / 7 8  d f ,  p  <  . 0 5 ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ) ,  a n d  
t h e  c u r v i l i n e a r  p a t t e r n  f o r  m o d e r a t e l y  a t -
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FIGURE 2. Average time spent with peers of low, 
medium , a nd high attractiveness as a function of client 
attractiveness . 
tractive peers approached significance. 
Apparently, mentally disabled clients 
segregated themselves according to this 
physical characteristic much as nondi s-
abled adults have been found to do. 
Both clients and staff members agreed 
with the observations by naming friends 
who were similar in attractiveness (F = 
3.91, 1/89 df, p < .10, and F = 6.52, 1/93 df, 
p < .05, respectively). An apparent ten-
dency on the part of younger and mentally 
retarded clients to affiliate with more at-
tractive peers did not reach significance, 
however, in client and staff member nam-
. . 
mgs. 
Discussion 
Our sample of mentally disabled adults 
who live and work in community settings 
appeared to be sensitive to a number of 
peer characteristics in their selection of 
friends. They tended to affiliate with others 
whom they had greater exposure to and 
with others who were moderately different 
in intelligence but s imilar in physical at-
tractiveness. Although same-sex relation-
ships were more likely, opposite-sex re-
lationships were often stronger, especially 
for women. Finally, mentally retarded 
clients tended to affiliate with each other, 
whereas mentally ill clients did not appear 
to have any preferences. Since comparable 
observations of nondisabled adults in their 
work and residential settings have not been 
conducted, it is difficult to say whether dis-
abled adults differ from them . If anything, 
the results suggest sensitivity to the same 
variables that seem to govern friendship 
choice in nondisabled adults. 
The finding that exposure encourages af-
filiation has straightforward implications 
for the programming of services for men-
tally disabled adults. Rehabilitation of such 
persons in community settings often in-
volves residential and work placements of 
limited tenure. The present results suggest 
that unless individuals' friendships are 
taken into consideration, these shifts may 
disrupt social networks that may be as im-
portant to clients as their career adjustment 
(cf. Berkson & Romer, in press). The re-
sults of this study and others (Edgerton & 
Bercovici , 1976; Gollay, Freedman, Wyn-
gaarden, & Kurtz ; 1978) suggest that affili-
ation and friendship are an integral aspect 
in the lives of disabled individuals that de-
serves attention in rehabilitation and pro-
gramming. 
A most promising result regarding the 
placement of mentally disabled adults con-
cerns social choice for intelligence . This 
consideration is relevant to the issue of het-
erogeneous vs. homogeneous grouping in 
placement of mentally retarded people . Or-
dinarily, this issue is discussed without ref-
erence to clients' or students' social prefer-
ences . If mentally disabled individuals 
segregated themselves by intellectual 
levels, interchange and cooperation among 
disabled people would be minimal. Our re-
sults suggest, however, that a limited form 
of complementarity prevails when individ-
uals of different intellectual abilities are 
placed together. Furthermore, this tend-
ency to form complementary relationships 
makes the presence of relatively moder-
ate ly intelligent clients important (by con-
ventional standards these individuals are 
only mildly retarded). These individuals are 
most likely to affiliate with others of both 
lower and higher intellect, thereby in-
creasing the chances for satisfying com-
plementary relationships for all IQ groups. 
Our earlier finding, that the average intelli-
gence of clients in a setting 
sociability of aiJ individuals 
on the presence of a greate 
moderately intelligent clien 
Table 3 show the proporti1 
medium- and high-IQ group 
tings we studied as well 
sociability of each setting, 
suggest that the greater th 
relatively medium-IQ client: 
sociability of the setting. S~ 
tion of medium-IQ clients 
with average IQ of the setj 
may be responsible for the l 
served in two studies that 
gence of peers predicts the s 
individuals in the setting~ 
Dwyer et al., 1979; Rom1 
1980) . Although further rese 
thi s issue is needed, the 
suggest that the social inte1 
tally disabled adults who ' 
gence may have beneficial cc 
all concerned. 
TABLE 3 
AVERAGE SOC IABILITY AND PROPO 
IN IQ CATEGORIES BY ~ 
Sociability 
% Average 
Setting affiliation3 intensity1 
W A 38 5.1 
WI 29 4.7 
WH 44 6.4 
WE 54 7.5 
Residence 29 4.9 
a Proportion of observations inv1 
" Average proportion of observat 
served friends (see Romer and E 
more deta il s). 
Our findings regarding si 
for phys ica l attractivenes~ 
weight to the importance oft 
affiliation and friendship an 
di sabled people. Physical 
also predicted sociability i 
(Romer & Berkson , 1980). 
segregate themselves by attn 
question arises as to whether 
clients are less sociable bee 
rejected by more attractive 
e f e r e n c e s .  S i n c e  c o m p a r a b l e  
f  n o n d i s a b l e d  a d u l t s  i n  t h e i r  
e n t i a l  s e t t i n g s  h a v e  n o t  b e e n  
;  d i f f i c u l t  t o  s a y  w h e t h e r  d i s -
f f e r  f r o m  t h e m .  I f  a n y t h i n g ,  
;g e s t  s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  t h e  s a m e  
s e e m  t o  g o v e r n  f r i e n d s h i p  
li s a b l e d  a d u l t s .  
: h a t  e x p o s u r e  e n c o u r a g e s  a f -
; t r a i g h t f o r w a r d  i m p l i c a t i o n s  
m m i n g  o f  s e r v i c e s  f o r  m e n -
ld u l t s .  R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  s u c h  
m m u n i t y  s e t t i n g s  o f t e n  i n -
t i a l  a n d  w o r k  p l a c e m e n t s  o f  
T h e  p r e s e n t  r e s u l t s  s u g g e s t  
1 d i v i d u a l s '  f r i e n d s h i p s  a r e  
ts i d e r a t i o n ,  t h e s e  s h i f t s  m a y  
i } e t w o r k s  t h a t  m a y  b e  a s  i m -
t t s  a s  t h e i r  c a r e e r  a d j u s t m e n t  
k .  R o m e r ,  i n  p r e s s ) .  T h e  r e -
u d y  a n d  o t h e r s  ( E d g e r t o n  &  
6 ;  G o l l a y ,  F r e e d m a n ,  W y n -
l r t z ,  1 9 7 8 )  s u g g e s t  t h a t  a f f i l i -
l d s h i p  a r e  a n  i n t e g r a l  a s p e c t  
d i s a b l e d  i n d i v i d u a l s  t h a t  d e -
m  i n  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  a n d  p r o -
1 m i s i n g  r e s u l t  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  
n e n t a l 1 y  d i s a b l e d  a d u l t s  c o n -
: h o i c e  f o r  i n t e l l i g e n c e .  T h i s  
.'s  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  i s s u e  o f  h e t -
; .  h o m o g e n e o u s  g r o u p i n g  i n  
n e n t a l l y  r e t a r d e d  p e o p l e .  O r -
; s u e  i s  d i s c u s s e d  w i t h o u t  r e f -
I t s '  o r  s t u d e n t s '  s o c i a l  p r e f e r -
n t a l l y  d i s a b l e d  i n d i v i d u a l s  
h e m s e l v e s  b y  i n t e l l e c t u a l  
a n g e  a n d  c o o p e r a t i o n  a m o n g  
e  w o u l d  b e  m i n i m a l .  O u r  r e -
h o w e v e r ,  t h a t  a  l i m i t e d  f o r m  
t a r i t y .  p r e v a i l s  w h e n  i n d i v i d -
e n t  i n t e l l e c t u a l  a b i l i t i e s  a r e  
e r .  F u r t h e r m o r e ,  t h i s  t e n d -
c o m p l e m e n t a r y  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  
e s e n c e  o f  r e l a t i v e l y  m o d e r -
! l t  c l i e n t s  i m p o r t a n t  ( b y  c o n -
t d a r d s  t h e s e  i n d i v i d u a l s  a r e  
l a r d e d ) .  T h e s e  i n d i v i d u a l s  a r e  
a f f i l i a t e  w i t h  o t h e r s  o f  b o t h  
i g h e r  i n t e l l e c t ,  t h e r e b y  i n -
c h a n c e s  f o r  s a t i s f y i n g  c o m -
l a t i o n s h i p s  f o r  a l l  I Q  g r o u p s .  
d i n g ,  t h a t  t h e  a v e r a g e  i n t e l l i -
R O M E R  A N D  B E R K S O N  
2 5 1  
g e n c e  o f  c l i e n t s  i n  a  s e t t i n g  i s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  
s o c i a b i l i t y  o f  a l l  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  s e e m s  t o  h i n g e  
o n  t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  a  g r e a t e r  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  
m o d e r a t e l y  i n t e l l i g e n t  c l i e n t s .  T h e  d a t a  i n  
T a b l e  3  s h o w  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  c l i e n t s  i n  
m e d i u m - a n d  h i g h - I Q  g r o u p s  i n  t h e  f i v e  s e t -
t i n g s  w e  s t u d i e d  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  a v e r a g e  
s o c i a b i l i t y  o f  e a c h  s e t t i n g .  T h e s e  r e s u l t s  
s u g g e s t  t h a t  t h e  g r e a t e r  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  
r e l a t i v e l y  m e d i u m - I Q  c l i e n t s ,  t h e  h i g h e r  t h e  
s o c i a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  s e t t i n g .  S i n c e  t h e  p r o p o r -
t i o n  o f  m e d i u m - I Q  c l i e n t s  a l s o  c o r r e l a t e s  
w i t h  a v e r a g e  I Q  o f  t h e  s e t t i n g ,  t h i s  f a c t o r  
m a y  b e  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  f i n d i n g  n o w  o b -
s e r v e d  i n  t w o  s t u d i e s  t h a t  a v e r a g e  i n t e l l i -
g e n c e  o f  p e e r s  p r e d i c t s  t h e  s o c i a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  
i n d i v i d u a l s  i n  t h e  s e t t i n g s  ( L a n d e s m a n -
D w y e r  e t  a l . ,  1 9 7 9 ;  R o m e r  &  B e r k s o n ,  
1 9 8 0 ) .  A l t h o u g h  f u r t h e r  r e s e a r c h  t o  e x p l o r e  
t h i s  i s s u e  i s  n e e d e d ,  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s u l t s  
s u g g e s t  t h a t  t h e  s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n  o f  m e n -
t a l l y  d i s a b l e d  a d u l t s  w h o  d i f f e r  i n  i n t e l l i -
g e n c e  m a y  h a v e  b e n e f i c i a l  c o n s e q u e n c e s  f o r  
a l l  c o n c e r n e d .  
T A B L E  3  
A V E R A G E  S O C I A B I L I T Y  A N D  P R O P O R T I O N  O F  C L I E N T S  
I N  I Q  C A T E G O R I E S  B Y  S E T T I N G  
S o c i a b i l i t y  
%  
A v e r a g e  
I Q  
S e t t i n g  a f f i l i a t i o n •  
i n t e n s i t y "  
M e d i u m  H i g h  
W A  3 8  
5 . 1  3 7  1 4  
W I  2 9  4 . 7  2 9  
3 1  
W H  4 4  
6 . 4  3 5  
2 4  
W E  5 4  7 . 5  4 3  4 6  
R e s i d e n c e  2 9  4 . 9  
3 2  8  
•  P r o p o r t i o n  o f  o b s e r v a t i o n s  i n v o l v i n g  a f f i l i a t i o n .  
"  A v e r a g e  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  o b s e r v a t i o n s  s p e n t  w i t h  o b -
s e r v e d  f r i e n d s  ( s e e  R o m e r  a n d  B e r k s o n  [ 1 9 8 0 ]  f o r  
m o r e  d e t a i l s ) .  
O u r  f i n d i n g s  r e g a r d i n g  s i m i l a r i t y - c h o i c e  
f o r  p h y s i c a l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  a d d  f u r t h e r  
w e i g h t  t o  t h e  i m p o r t a n c e  o f  t h i s  v a r i a b l e  f o r  
a f f i l i a t i o n  a n d  f r i e n d s h i p  a m o n g  m e n t a l l y  
d i s a b l e d  p e o p l e .  P h y s i c a l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  
a l s o  p r e d i c t e d  s o c i a b i l i t y  i n  o u r  s a m p l e  
( R o m e r  &  B e r k s o n ,  1 9 8 0 ) .  S i n c e  c l i e n t s  
s e g r e g a t e  t h e m s e l v e s  b y  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s ,  t h e  
q u e s t i o n  a r i s e s  a s  t o  w h e t h e r  l e s s  a t t r a c t i v e  
c l i e n t s  a r e  l e s s  s o c i a b l e  b e c a u s e  t h e y  a r e  
r e j e c t e d  b y  m o r e  a t t r a c t i v e  p e e r s  o r  b e -
c a u s e  t h e y  s i m p l y  t e n d  t o  f o r m  r e l a t i o n -
s h i p s  w i t h  o t h e r s  w h o  a r e  a s  u n s o c i a b l e  a s  
t h e y  a r e .  R e s e a r c h  i n  w h i c h  c l i e n t s '  p h y s i -
c a l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  i s  e n h a n c e d  c o u l d  b e g i n  
t o  a n s w e r  t h i s  q u e s t i o n .  
A l t h o u g h  c l i e n t  a r i d  s t a f f  m e m b e r  
f r i e n d s h i p  n a m i n g s  a g r e e d  o n l y  w e a k l y  w i t h  
e a c h  o t h e r  a n d  w i t h  o b s e r v e d  a f f i l i a t i o n  
( B e r k s o n  &  R o m e r ,  1 9 8 0 ) ,  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e -
s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e y  s t i l l  e x h i b i t  c o n s i d -
e r a b l e  a g r e e m e n t  a b o u t  f r i e n d  c h a r a c -
t e r i s t i c s .  A l l  t h r e e  m e a s u r e s  r e g i s t e r e d  t h e  
s a m e  p r e f e r e n c e s  f o r  s e x ,  f a m i l i a r i t y ,  d i a g -
n o s i s ,  a n d  p h y s i c a l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s .  P r e f e r -
e n c e  f o r  s i m i l a r i t y  i n  i n t e l l i g e n c e  p r o d u c e d  
t h e  m o s t  s a l i e n t  d i s a g r e e m e n t .  W h y  c l i e n t s  
w o u l d  n a m e  f r i e n d s  w h o  w e r e  s i m i l a r  i n  
i n t e l l i g e n c e  a n d  y e t  s p e n d  m o s t  t i m e  w i t h  
p e e r s  w h o  w e r e  m o d e r a t e l y  d i f f e r e n t  i s  n o t  
k n o w n .  N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s u l t s  
s u g g e s t  t h a t  m o r e  t h a n  o n e  s o u r c e  o f  
s o c i o m e t r i c  i n f o r m a t i o n  m a y  b e  n e e d e d  t o  
c o m p r e h e n d  f u l l y  f r i e n d s h i p  a n d  a f f i l i a t i v e  
c h o i c e .  
T h r o u g h o u t  o u r  p r e s e n t  a n a l y s e s ,  w e  
h a v e  o n l y  s t u d i e d  o b s e r v e d  f r i e n d s h i p s  i n  
t e r m s  o f  t i m e  s p e n t  t o g e t h e r .  R e l a t i o n s h i p s  
c a n  a l s o  b e  d i s t i n g u i s h e d ,  h o w e v e r ,  i n  
t e r m s  o f  t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  i n d i v i d u a l s  e n g a g e  i n  
t o g e t h e r .  I n  a  s u b s e q u e n t  r e p o r t ,  w e  f o c u s  
o n  h o w  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  d i f f e r  a s  a  f u n c t i o n  
o f  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  t h e  p a r t n e r s .  
D .  R .  
D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P s y c h o l o g y  
U n i v e r s i t y  o f  I l l i n o i s  a t  C h i c a g o  C i r c l e  
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C h i c a g o ,  I L  6 0 6 8 0  
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